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A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 17 and 18 November 2014 and 28 

January 2015 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the 

case of Mr Ian Douglas.   

The panel members were Mrs Sheba Joseph (teacher panellist – in the chair), Dr Robert 

Cawley (teacher panellist) and Mr Martin Pilkington (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mrs Luisa Gibbons of Eversheds LLP Solicitors.  

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Andrew Hurst, Counsel of 2 Hare 

Court, instructed by Nabarro LLP Solicitors. 

Mr Ian Douglas was present and represented by Ms Sally Hubbard of Ringrose Law. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Ian Douglas 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  0010710 

Date of Determination: 28 January 2015 

Former employer:  Manor Leas Junior Academy, Lincoln (the “school”) 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 18 July 

2014. 

It was alleged that Mr Douglas was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

Whilst employed at Manor Leas Junior Academy, Lincoln, as an assistant head teacher 

and a mathematics teacher, whilst having the role of lead administrator for the Key Stage 

2 National Curriculum assessments: 

1 In relation to Key Stage 2 English spelling test which took place on 14 May 2013, 

you amended the test script for one or more students. 

2 In relation to Key Stage 2 Mental Mathematics test which took place on 15 May 

2013: 

a. In relation to Pupil A you failed to: 

  i Adhere to the 2013 Key Stage 2 TAG in relation to transcribing test scripts 

(section 4.9), 

  ii Ensure that Pupil A’s transcript together with Pupil A’s original script and a 

transcript form were sent to the marker, 

  iii Ensure that your transcription of Pupil A’s script was not sent to the marker, 

b. You amended the test script for one or more pupils, 

c. On 17 June 2013, when questioned by your headmaster you failed to answer his 

enquiries unreservedly and honestly in that: 

  i  You maintained you were unsure what had happened to Pupil A’s original 

script, 

  ii You asserted that Pupil A had re-written the script on a Friday when in fact 

she had not been at school that day, 

  iii You denied that any other test scripts had been altered, 

d. You failed to disclose voluntarily that Pupil A’s script had been transcribed ahead 

of queries being raised by the Standards and Testing Agency; 

3. By your actions set out at allegations 1 and/ or 2 above you failed to comply with 

the Standards and Testing Agency’s guidance: 

 a. Test Administrators’ Guide (“TAG”) 
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 b. Assessment Reporting Arrangements (“ARA”) 

4. By your actions at allegations 1 and/ or 2 above you acted dishonestly in that you 

sought to bolster positively by misrepresentation and/ or improper influence the 

attainment levels of pupils in Key Stage 2 testing. 

Mr Douglas has denied allegation 1.  He has admitted allegation 2a, has admitted 

allegation 2b insofar as it relates only to Pupil A, although he states it was his intention to 

provide a clear and undamaged copy for the marker.  Allegation 2c is denied.  Allegation 

2d is admitted.   Allegation 3a and 3b is admitted insofar as it relates to Pupil A, but is 

denied insofar as it relates to any other pupils’ tests.  Allegation 4 is denied.   Mr Douglas 

has accepted that those admitted facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

There were no preliminary applications. 

Immediately prior to the closure of the National College’s case, an application was made 

by Mr Douglas’ representative for the panel to disregard the original scripts produced in 

the name of Pupil A and the evidence of the test administration manager regarding those 

scripts.  Mr Douglas’ representative objected to the inclusion of this evidence, since those 

scripts had not been disclosed four weeks prior to the hearing as is required by 

paragraph 4.20 and was only produced during the course of the test administration 

manager’s oral evidence.    It was accepted by the presenting officer that the documents 

had not been disclosed prior to the hearing.  There was a dispute between the parties as 

to whether the documents had been amongst a bundle of documents provided to Mr 

Douglas and his representative immediately prior to the test administration manager 

being called to give evidence. 

Mr Douglas’ representative stated that the scripts in the name of Pupil A had been 

available since May 2013, but had not been disclosed.  The presenting officer was 

unable to state definitively why the scripts had not been disclosed, but stated that it may 

have been because Mr Douglas had made admissions early on in the case with regard to 

Pupil A’s scripts.   

It was also stated by Mr Douglas’ representative that Mr Douglas would be prejudiced in 

having to face cross examination regarding the scripts which he had only seen the day 

before, and that he had prepared his case on the basis of the evidence that had 

previously been disclosed. 

The presenting officer objected to the application to disregard this evidence. He stated 

that the procedural rules allow the panel to waive the notice periods in the interests of a 

fair hearing, which included acting in the public interest which would include examining all 

important evidence.  It was also his position that Mr Douglas had not been unfairly 
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prejudiced; and that the allegations relate to what Mr Douglas had done with Pupil A’s 

transcripts at the time of their submission and his explanations in the months thereafter.  

He stated that Mr Douglas had always said that the original of Pupil A’s script had been 

torn and the production of the two scripts simply showed that neither of those submitted  

for marking were torn.  He stated that there had always been evidence in the bundle from 

the marker that the scripts were “obviously in the same hand”, albeit that marker was not 

a forensic handwriting expert, and that it had always been the case that one paper had 

scored 11 marks, the other had scored 12 marks.   

The panel was concerned that these scripts had not been disclosed since they were 

clearly relevant to the issues in the case.  On the matter of relevance, allegation 2 

specifically relates to Pupil A’s scripts and such documents should have been disclosed 

in accordance with the procedural rules.  There has been a significant omission by the 

National College in its failure to do this. However, given the relevance of the evidence, 

the panel believes that it is in the interest of a fair hearing for the original documents to 

be considered, in order for it to reach an informed decision regarding the allegations.  

The panel has considered the fairness to Mr Douglas and is prepared to grant Mr 

Douglas more time to consider how the scripts may affect his evidence as set out in his 

witness statement. It may also be that he may wish to ask for the tests administration 

manager to be recalled if there are further questions for him, and the panel would be 

prepared to consider this.    

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

Section 1:  Chronology, Anonymised Pupil List    Pages 1 – 4 

Section 2:  Notice of Proceedings and Response   Pages 5 – 12 

Section 3:  National College for Teaching and Leadership Witness Statements 

          Pages 13 – 29 

Section 4:  National College for Teaching and Leadership Documents  

          Pages 30 – 342 

Section 5:  Teacher Documents      Pages 343 - 422    

The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 
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Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the headteacher of the school, the education advisor 

for Lincolnshire Schools Improvement Service and the test administration manager for 

the Standards and Testing Agency, all called by the presenting officer. 

The panel also heard oral evidence from Mr Douglas. 

E. Decision and reasons  

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have now carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing.  

Summary of Evidence 

Mr Douglas was employed as the assistant headteacher at the school and was the lead 

administrator for the Key Stage 2 National Curriculum Assessments, or Standard 

Assessment Tests (“SATs”).  On 4 June 2013, the headteacher was informed that an 

external examiner had received two Key Stage 2 Mental Mathematics scripts for Pupil A.  

The school instigated an internal investigation.  Mr Douglas was suspended on 10 June 

2013.  A disciplinary hearing was held on 11 July 2013 and Mr Douglas received a final 

formal written warning in respect of findings that procedures for the administration of the 

SATs had not been followed, and uncertainty as to whether Pupil A’s script was totally 

her own work.   

An investigation was also carried out by the Centre for British Teachers Education 

Services (“CfBT”) on behalf of the Standards and Testing Agency (“STA”).  The STA also 

instigated an analysis to determine the likelihood of any maladministration.   

On 17 July 2013, Mr Douglas resigned from the school with effect from 31 August 2013. 

On 26 September 2013, the STA notified the school that there was enough doubt over 

the accuracy of the Key Stage 2 mental Mathematics test results and the English spelling 

test results that the STA had taken the decision to annul those results for the whole 

cohort.    

Findings of Fact  

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for these 

reasons: 
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Stem:  Whilst employed at Manor Leas Junior Academy, Lincoln, as an assistant 

head teacher and a mathematics teacher, whilst having the role of lead 

administrator for the Key Stage 2 National Curriculum  

Mr Douglas has confirmed that he was employed at Manor Lead Junior Academy (“the 

school”) from September 1998 until his resignation took effect on 31 August 2013.  He 

has confirmed that at the time of his resignation, he was employed as assistant 

headteacher.   The headteacher gave evidence that Mr Douglas was the lead 

administrator for the Key Stage 2 National Curriculum assessments for the school.  Mr 

Douglas accepted that the headteacher had delegated a number of the responsibilities 

for administration of the tests to him and the panel was satisfied that he was the lead 

administrator for the tests. The headteacher stated that Mr Douglas was a year 6 teacher 

and this would have included the teaching of Mathematics.   

The panel therefore found the stem of the allegation proven.  

2ai) In relation to Key Stage 2 Mental Mathematics test which took place on 15 May 

2013; in relation to Pupil A you failed to adhere to the 2013 Key Stage 2 TAG in 

relation to transcribing test scripts (Section 4.9). 

The panel bundle contains a copy of the Key Stage 2 Test Administrators’ Guide.  This 

sets out the requirements in the event that a transcription of a child’s test script needs to 

be made.  It requires a transcript to only be made at the end of the test; the transcript to 

be made with a blue or black ballpoint pen; the transcription to be made with the child 

present, before the child leaves the test room; the child to be kept separate from the rest 

of the cohort until the transcript is complete; care to be taken to ensure that no child’s 

answers are changed; and the child’s original test script must be sent for marking, along 

with a completed copy of the ‘use of a transcript’ form. 

In an investigation interview on 17 June 2013, Mr Douglas stated that he had pulled Pupil 

A’s script out of the pile of completed scripts as he thought it was not clear.  He stated 

that as he was taking out Pupil A’s script, it caught on a rubber band holding the script 

and had torn it.  As Pupil A was ill by this time, and absent from school, he stated that he 

decided to copy out the original test script.  He stated that when Pupil A returned to 

school, he asked her to write out the script again herself.   

It was clear therefore to the Panel that there were therefore three versions of the script.  

Mr Douglas stated that he believed that he had sent the script copied out by Pupil A to be 

marked.  The marker had raised a query as to why two scripts in the name of Pupil A had 

been received.  A note from the marker stated “explain why there are 2 papers done by 

the same child”.  Mr Douglas responded in a letter of 4 June 2013 that “I felt the original 

test sheet may not be clear to read and therefore asked her to rewrite a copy in her own 

hand. I enclosed the original and this should be used if sufficiently clear”.   
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With regard to the Test Administrators’ Guide, during his interview on 17 June 2013, Mr 

Douglas confirmed that he had not made the transcript at the end of the test; he had 

used a pencil, which was the same instrument that Pupil A had used; he had not made 

the transcript with Pupil A present, before she left the test room; Pupil A was not kept 

separate from the rest of the cohort until the transcript was complete; that he could not be 

sure that the original test script had been sent for marking and he had not completed the 

“use of a transcript” form. 

Mr Douglas admits this allegation. 

Given the note of the responses Mr Douglas made during an interview on 17 June 2013, 

which Mr Douglas appears to have signed electronically as being correct, and Mr 

Douglas’ admission, the panel considered this allegation to have been proven. 

2aii)  In relation to Key Stage 2 Mental Mathematics test which took place on 15 

May 2013; in relation to Pupil A you failed to ensure that Pupil A’s transcript 

together with Pupil A’s original script and a transcript form were sent to the 

marker. 

During his interview on 17 June 2013, when asked whether there was a possibility that 

one of the scripts sent to the marker had been the script he had made, Mr Douglas 

answered “I don’t know, it could have been”.   

At this hearing, Mr Douglas maintained that he did not know which two scripts the marker 

had received, and he admitted this allegation.   

The test administration marker produced the scripts submitted for Pupil A at this hearing 

and neither had been torn, from which the panel deduced that the two scripts that had 

been submitted were the script produced by Mr Douglas and the script copied out by 

Pupil A.  

Mr Douglas could not be sure which of the scripts had been sent to the marker.  It also 

transpired that the original torn script had not been sent.  The panel therefore considered 

that Mr Douglas had failed to ensure that Pupil A’s transcript together with the original 

script had been sent to the marker.  This allegation was therefore found proven. 

2a iii  In relation to Key Stage 2 Mental Mathematics test which took place on 15 

May 2013; in relation to Pupil A you failed to ensure that your transcription of Pupil 

A’s script was not sent to the marker. 

Mr Douglas could not be sure which of the scripts had been sent to the marker and 

therefore admitted this allegation. 

It also transpired that the original torn script had not been sent, since the test 

administrator produced those that had been received.  During the hearing, on inspection 

of the scripts received, Mr Douglas was able to identify the transcript that he had 
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produced, and the transcript that Pupil A had produced.  The panel therefore considered 

that Mr Douglas had failed to ensure that his transcript was not sent to the marker.  This 

allegation was therefore found proven. 

2d You failed to disclose voluntarily that Pupil A’s script had been transcribed 

ahead of queries being raised by the Standards and Testing Agency. 

The issue regarding the submission of Pupil A’s scripts came to light when the STA sent 

a note to the School requesting an explanation as to why there were two transcripts in 

the name of Pupil A.   

Mr Douglas admitted at the interview on 17 June 2013 that he had not alerted the 

headteacher to the need for Pupil A’s test script to be transcribed. 

In written representations for these proceedings, Mr Douglas stated in response to this 

allegation that he entirely acknowledged his failures in relation to Pupil A’s mathematics 

script.  At the outset of this hearing, Mr Douglas admitted this allegation. 

In light of the above, this allegation was found proven. 

3a By your actions set out at allegations 1 and/ or 2 above you failed to comply 

with the Standards and Testing Agency’s guidance: a Test Administrators’ Guide 

(“TAG”). 

In relation to Allegation 2a, the panel has already found Mr Douglas to have breached the  

TAG, and this allegation is therefore also found proven. 

3b By your actions set out at allegations 1 and/ or 2 above you failed to comply 

with the Standards and Testing Agency’s guidance: Assessment Reporting 

Arrangements (“ARA”). 

The ARA states clearly that the test scripts “must not be looked at, annotated or reviewed 

in any way (unless it  is necessary to make a transcript)”. In order for Mr Douglas to copy 

out Pupil A’s script, he must have looked at and reviewed the test script.  He did not 

make a transcript according to the formal procedures with the correct “use of transcript” 

form.  

It also states that a transcript can only be made at the end of the test with the child 

present before the child leaves the test room.  Mr Douglas admitted in his interview on 17 

June 2013 that he did not do this, and has admitted this allegation for these proceedings. 

This allegation is therefore found proven. 
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We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, for 

these reasons: 

1 In relation to Key Stage 2 English spelling test which took place on 14 May 2013, 

you amended the test script for one or more students. 

The Panel accepted that there was evidence that the English spelling test scripts had 

been amended for one or more pupils.  Having regard to the evidence about the manner 

in which the test scripts were stored, the Panel did not consider that the arrangements 

were secure and there was evidence given during the hearing that others had regular 

and unsupervised access to the unlocked cupboard in which the papers were stored, in 

an unlocked classroom.  The key to the filing cabinet containing the scripts was kept in 

close proximity to the cabinet.  In addition, the Panel noted there had been no 

investigation to establish whether anyone else had made the amendments.  The Panel 

therefore did not consider that it had been proven on the balance of probabilities by the 

National College that it was Mr Douglas who had been responsible for the amendments. 

This allegation was therefore found not proven. 

2b In relation to Key Stage 2 Mental Mathematics test which took place on 15 May 

2013 you amended the test script for one or more pupils. 

The Panel accepted that there was evidence that the mental Mathematics test scripts 

had been amended for pupils.  Having regard to the evidence about the manner in which 

the test scripts were stored, the Panel did not consider that the arrangements were 

secure and there was evidence given during the hearing that others had regular and 

unsupervised access to the unlocked cupboard in which the papers were stored, in an 

unlocked classroom.  The key to the filing cabinet containing the scripts was kept in close 

proximity to the cabinet.  In addition, the Panel noted there had been no investigation to 

establish whether anyone else had made the amendments.  The Panel therefore did not 

consider that it had been proven on the balance of probabilities by the National College 

that it was Mr Douglas who had been responsible for the amendments to pupils’ scripts. 

With regard to the copy that Mr Douglas made of Pupil A’s script, the panel noted that the 

original torn script was not available to it.  Therefore, the Panel were unable to assess 

whether the transcript made by Mr Douglas was a true copy.  Furthermore, given the 

unsecure arrangements for the storage of the test papers, the panel could not determine 

who had changed the transcript made by Mr Douglas. The Panel therefore decided that it 

had not been proven on the balance of probabilities that Mr Douglas had amended the 

test script.  

This allegation was therefore found not proven. 

2ci On 17 June 2013, when questioned by your headmaster you failed to answer his 

enquiries unreservedly and honestly in that you maintained you were unsure what had 

happened to Pupil A’s original script. 
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An allegation of a failure to answer enquiries honestly, equates to an allegation that Mr 

Douglas responded dishonestly.  The panel received and accepted advice from the legal 

adviser that if it was satisfied on a balance of probabilities that Mr Douglas failed to 

answer enquiries from the Headmaster unreservedly, in maintaining that he was unsure 

what had happened to Pupil A’s original script, then there was a further requirement to 

consider two questions when deciding whether Mr Douglas’ actions were dishonest.   

The panel was advised that the first limb of the traditional test to which panels are 

referred is “whether the panel is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that Mr Douglas’ 

actions would be regarded as dishonest according to the standard of a reasonable and 

honest man”.   

The panel was informed of judicial comment in a November 2014 case, which was of 

persuasive authority.  This stated that the question the panel should ask itself was 

whether, according to the standard of the reasonable and honest professional (in that 

case a doctor, in this case a teacher), what was done was dishonest.  If so, is the panel 

satisfied that Mr Douglas himself must have realised that his actions would be regarded 

as dishonest by those standards?  The panel accepted that only if the answer to both 

these questions is yes can the allegation of dishonesty be established in this case.   

The panel therefore first considered whether Mr Douglas had failed to answer enquiries 

from the headmaster unreservedly, when questioned on 17 June 2013.  The notes of the 

interview held on 17 June 2013 record that Mr Douglas stated that he thought the third 

script had been destroyed.  It is not clear which script, whether it be the original, Mr 

Douglas’ transcript, or Pupil A’s transcript that was being referred to.   Later in the 

interview, he stated he was not sure which test scripts had been sent to the marker. 

In a written statement for these proceedings, Mr Douglas stated that he was still unsure 

what had happened to Pupil A’s original script.  Mr Douglas gave oral evidence that in 

June 2013, he presumed he had submitted Pupil A’s transcript, and the original torn 

script.  However, he stated that it was only after the test administration manager had 

produced the scripts received for Pupil A at the hearing and it was evident that neither 

script was torn, that he reached the conclusion that the original transcript must have been 

thrown away.   

He stated in oral evidence that when he responded to the headteacher on 17 June 2013, 

he had been referring to his own transcript, when he stated that he thought it had been 

destroyed.    

The headteacher stated in his written statement that when he had asked Mr Douglas 

about the test scripts, Mr Douglas said that he did not know if the original script had been 

sent to the markers or not.  However, despite both Mr Douglas and the headteacher 

stating that Mr Douglas had not been sure what had happened to the original script, the 

panel could not identify any question posed in the interview on 17 June 2013 regarding 

the original script, nor any response.  Even if Mr Douglas had given this response, the 
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panel would not have considered it to have been a dishonest response, since the Panel 

formed the view that until shown the scripts produced by the test administration manager 

at the hearing, Mr Douglas was not sure which scripts he had sent. 

This allegation was therefore found not proven. 

2cii On 17 June 2013, when questioned by your Headmaster, you failed to answer 

his enquiries unreservedly and honestly in that you asserted that Pupil A had re-

written the script on a Friday when in fact she had not been at school that day. 

During the interview on 17 June 2013, it is recorded that Mr Douglas originally stated that 

on the Friday morning, he had noticed Pupil A out in the playground before school and 

asked her to come into school and write the script out again herself.  He was then shown 

a print out of Pupil A’s attendance record, following which Mr Douglas stated that he must 

have recollected wrongly and that it must have been the Thursday morning when he saw 

Pupil A in the playground and asked her to copy out from the original script.  The panel 

found that on the balance of probabilities, Mr Douglas had asserted that Pupil A had re-

written the script on a Friday when in fact she had not been in school that day.   

However, the panel then went on to apply the two stage test referred to in the panel’s 

finding in respect of allegation 2ci above. On the objective test, the panel was satisfied 

that both the reasonable and honest man and the reasonable and honest teacher would 

not necessarily have considered it dishonest to have made this statement, since it was a 

matter over which Mr Douglas could have easily been mistaken.  It made no difference to 

the severity of the allegations against Mr Douglas, whether he had asked Pupil A to 

produce the transcript on a Thursday or a Friday.  Therefore, in an instance where 

objectively there could have been no motivation to lie, the panel did not consider that the 

objective test was met.   

This allegation was therefore found not proven. 

2ciii On 17 June 2013, when questioned by your headmaster, you failed to answer 

his enquiries unreservedly and honestly in that you denied that any other test 

scripts had been altered. 

At the interview on 17 June 2013, no question was asked regarding whether any other 

test scripts had been altered, nor was any response in denial given.  Therefore, as a 

matter of fact the panel does not find that Mr Douglas denied that any other test scripts 

had been altered.    The Panel noted that at the time of this interview, it had not been 

established by the STA that there had been alterations to other test scripts. 

This allegation was therefore found not proven.   

4 By your actions at allegations 1 and/or 2 above you acted dishonestly in that you 

sought to bolster positively by misrepresentation and/or improper influence the 

attainment levels of pupils in Key Stage 2 testing. 



 

14 

The panel has not found Mr Douglas to have amended Pupil A’s test script, nor to have 

amended the tests scripts for other pupils.   Accordingly, the panel has not found that Mr 

Douglas bolstered positively the attainment levels of pupils in Key Stage 2 testing.   

For the avoidance of doubt, the panel did not consider that Mr Douglas had acted 

dishonestly in copying Pupil A’s test script.  On an objective analysis, the panel could not 

identify any gain that Mr Douglas would have achieved in carrying out such an action.  

Even if there had been such a gain, the Panel did not consider that it was Mr Douglas’ 

intention to have acted dishonestly, and that, more likely than not, he acted in an 

irrational manner in response to having torn a test paper.     

 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute 

In considering the allegations that the panel has found proven, the panel has had regard 

to the definitions in the Teacher misconduct – Prohibition of teachers advice, which we 

refer to as the ‘guidance’. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Douglas in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards.  The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two, Mr Douglas failed to uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high 

standards of ethics and behaviour.  Correct application of the rules around test papers is 

key to maintaining the integrity of the examination system. By failing to adhere to those 

rules, Mr Douglas damaged the trust placed in him by both the school and his pupils. 

The panel also found that Mr Douglas failed to have proper and professional regard for 

the ethos, policies and practices of the school in which he taught as the integrity of the 

examination system is a priority for any school.   

The panel also found that Mr Douglas breached the requirement to act within, the 

statutory frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities.  The 

panel noted that the preamble to the ARA states that it is guidance issued pursuant to 

statutory instruments made under an Act of Parliament.  It is clearly Parliament’s intention 

that SATs testing is to be used for the assessment of pupils, and Mr Douglas’ actions 

undermined that. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Douglas fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession. . 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Douglas is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and 

considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the 
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community.  The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers 

can hold in pupil’s lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in 

the way they behave.  Although the panel did not consider Mr Douglas to have acted 

dishonestly, his misguided actions brought the examination systems at the school into 

disrepute.   

The panel therefore finds that Mr Douglas’ actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, it is necessary for the panel to go on to 

consider whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a prohibition 

order by the Secretary of State. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so.  Prohibition orders should not 

be given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although 

they are likely to have punitive effect.   

The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the 

Teacher misconduct – Prohibition of teachers Advice and having done so has found the 

following to be relevant in this case, namely the maintenance of public confidence in the 

profession/declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Douglas, the panel considers that public 

confidence in the profession could be weakened by a failure to follow rules regarding the 

administration of test results. 

The panel considered that there is need to declare proper standards of conduct in the 

profession as the conduct found proven against Mr Douglas was outside that which could 

reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel 

considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition 

order taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Douglas.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Douglas.  The panel took further account of the guidance, which suggests that a 

prohibition order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven.  

In the list of such behaviours, the only factor relevant in this case is a serious departure 

from the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards.   
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The Panel did not consider that Mr Douglas’ action seriously affected the education of 

pupils.  There was no evidence that the actions found proven contributed to the 

annulment of the entire test results, and there is no evidence of a continuing risk, since 

this was a one off incident that occurred during a stressful period in Mr Douglas’ life in an 

otherwise unblemished career of 34 years.  For similar reasons the panel did not 

consider Mr Douglas had any deep-seated attitude leading to harmful behaviour. 

Even though there was one factor that could point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 

factors to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate 

measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the 

behaviour in this case.  The Panel did not consider Mr Douglas to have acted 

deliberately, but instead acted in an irrational manner during a particularly stressful 

period in his personal and professional life.  This was verified by a class teacher in the 

school; a part-time teacher in the school; and a friend who was also a pupil’s parent and 

former chair of governors, who also all attested to Mr Douglas’ value as a teacher in 

supportive references, which were considered by the panel.   

Mr Douglas had a previously unblemished record as a teacher and assistant 

headteacher.  A colleague stated “Ian’s priority has always been to develop the potential 

in each child to the maximum, in all areas: academic, sporting, creative, personal and 

social...neither have I ever had the slightest reason to doubt Ian’s personal and 

professional integrity in this area”.  He is referred to by another colleague as being a 

“very highly regarded member of staff both for his teaching ability and for the huge 

number of extra hours that he put in to benefit the children at Manor Leas”.   

The Panel considered that Mr Douglas had demonstrated remorse regarding his actions 

in relation to Pupil A’s test script, and that he had consistently admitted his error of 

judgement. 

The Panel noted that regarding Pupil A’s test scripts, the school did not dismiss Mr 

Douglas and provided him with a final written warning.  The panel recognises that it has 

to form its own judgment regarding prohibition and is not of the view that prohibition is a 

proportionate and appropriate response, in light of the mitigating factors that were 

present in this case.  The panel considers that its finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is sufficient to send the 

appropriate signal to both Mr Douglas and the profession regarding the importance of the 

integrity of the examination process.  Mr Douglas has, since his resignation, not been 

practising as a teacher, and the panel considers it would only be punitive to impose a 

prohibition order in this case, and that it would serve no other purpose. 
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Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have carefully considered the findings and recommendations of the panel in this case. 

The panel have found proven a number of allegations specifically relating to Pupil A’s 

transcript and compliance with the Standard and Testing Agency’s guidance. 

The panel have determined that the facts found proven amount to both unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In considering whether a prohibition order would be an appropriate and proportionate 

sanction they have properly balanced the public interest with the interests of Mr Douglas. 

They have noted that a prohibition order should not be given in order to be punitive 

although it is likely to have a punitive effect. 

In considering the public interest considerations they have found the maintenance of 

public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of 

conduct to be relevant. The panel do not consider that Mr Douglas’ actions seriously 

affected the education of pupils, nor was there evidence that the actions contributed to 

the annulment of the entire test results. The panel did not consider that Mr Douglas had 

any deep seated attitude leading to harmful behaviour. 

Mr Douglas has a previously unblemished record and has demonstrated remorse. The 

panel have noted that Mr Douglas received a final written warning from the school but 

was not dismissed. In all the circumstances I agree with the panel’s recommendation that 

findings of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute are of themselves sufficient in this case and it is not necessary to impose a 

prohibition order. 

 

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 29 January 2015 

This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 

State.  

 


